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NOTICE  THAT  AN 
ENVIRONMENTAL  HIPACT  REPORT 
IS  DETERMINED  TO  BE  REQUIRED 
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(415)558-5260 


'Date  of  this  Notice:    February  24,  1983 


i  Lead  Agency:     City  and  County  of  San  Francisco,  Department  of  City  Planning 

'■  450  McAllister  St.  -  5th  Floor,  San  Francisco  CA  94102 

•.Agency  Contact  Person:  McCormick  Tel:  (415)  558-5260 


Project  Title: 


82-463  E 


,  Stockton/0' Farrell 
Mixed-Use  Project 


Project  Sponsor:  Zaber  Corporation 
Project  Contact  Person:    Albert  Tai 


Project  Address:     Stockton  and  OFarrell  Streets 

Assessor's  Block(s)  and  Lot(s):  ^^^^  1,2, 3, and  20  in  Assessor's  Block  327 
City  and  County:   San  Francisco 


Project  Description:  Construction  of  a  23-story,  mixed-use  structure  containing 
32,200  sq.ft.  of  multi-story  retail  levels  and  a  25C-room  hotel. 


TEIS  PROJECT  HAY  HAVE  A  SIGNIFICANT  EFFECT  ON  THE  ENVIRONMENT  AND  AN  EN\^IRONMENTAL 
DIPACT  REPORT  IS  REQUIRED.     This  determination  is  based  upon  the  criteria  of  the 
Guidelines  of  the  State  Secretary  for  Resources,  Sections  15081  (Determining  Signi- 
ficant Effect),  15082  (Mandatory  Findings  of  Significance)  and  15084  (Decision  to 
Prepare  an  EIR) ,  and  the  following  reasons,  as  documented  in  the  Initial  Evalua- 
tion (initial  study)  for  the  project,  which  is  on  file  at  the  Department  of  City 
Planning : 

MAR  3    1983  •• 

i 

FRANCISCO 


Deadline  for  Filing  of  an  Appeal  of  this  Determination  to  the  City  Planning  Commis- 
sion :_J1archLi._lSa;3  . 

An  appeal  requires  1)  a    letter  specifying  the  grounds  for  the  appeal,  and  2)  a 
$35.00  filing  fee. 
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Alec  S.  Bash,  Environmental  Review  Officer, 


ER5  6/80 


STOCKTON /O'FARRELL  MIXED-USE  PROJECT 
82.445E 
INITIAL  STUDY 


I.    PROJECT  DESCRIPTION 

The  Zaber  Corporation  proposes  to  build  a  23-story,  mixed-use  structure.  The 
structure  would  contain  multi-story  retail  levels  and  a  hotel  with  about  250 
rooms  which  would  be  oriented  to  the  retail  district.    The  15, 125-sq.-f t. 
project  site  is  located  at  the  southwest  corner  of  Stockton  and  O'Farrell 
Sts.,  on  Assessor's  Block  327,  Lots  1,  2,  3  and  20  (see  Figure  1,  p.  2).  The 
site  is  in  the  C-3-R  (Downtown  Retail)  zoning  district  and  the  320-1  Height 
and  Bulk  District.    The  basic  allowable  Floor  Area  Ratio  (FAR)  is  10:1; 
additional  floor  area  through  the  use  of  bonuses  is  available  for  hotels,  and 
the  project  would  incorporate  55,450  sq.  ft.  of  bonus  area.    The  maximum 
allowable  height  on  the  site  is  320  ft. 

The  site  is  one  block  south  of  Union  Square  in  the  Union  Square  Hotel /Retail 
District.    It  is  presently  occupied  by  four  low-rise  buildings  containing  a 
variety  of  ground  floor  retail  uses  with  office  and  storage  on  the  upper 
floors.    There  is  no  parking  on  the  site. 

The  proposed  building  would  be  a  two-part  composition:    a  base  element  built 
to  the  lot  lines  and  a  diagonally  offset  tower  stepped  back  at  the  upper 
levels  (see  Figure  2,  p.  3).    The  structure  would  be  275  ft.  high  and  would 
contain  32,200  sq.  ft.  of  retail  use  on  the  first,  second  and  third  floors, 
174,500  sq.  ft.  of  hotel  related  uses  on  floors  four  through  22,  and  38,060 
sq.  ft.  of  basement  area  on  two  sub-grade  levels,  for  a  total  of  244,760  gross 
sq.  ft.    The  fourth  floor  would  contain  a  restaurant,  lounge  and  kitchen.  The 
fifth  floor  would  contain  meeting  rooms  and  guest  rooms.    Terraces  for  use  by 
hotel  guests  would  be  located  at  upper  floors.    The  twenty-third  floor  would 
contain  a  lounge  with  a  sky-light  roof  that  would  serve  as  an  observation 
deck,  and  mechanical  equipment. 

Exterior  facade  materials  have  not  yet  been  determined,  but  could  be  a 
combination  of  light-colored  precast  concrete  and  green  glass,  with  clear 
glass  in  windows  at  lower  levels. 

Pedestrian  entrances  would  be  located  on  the  corner  of  Stockton  and  O'Farrell 
Sts.,  for  the  retail  portion  of  the  project,  and  on  Stockton  St.  for  the 
hotel.    Loading  vehicles  would  enter  the  site  on  O'Farrell  St.;  an  elevator 
would  lower  trucks  to  the  basement  where  there  would  be  two  loading  docks  and 
an  area  for  queuing  trucks.    A  curb  cut-out,  coordinated  with  Stockton  Street 
Improvements  in  the  Center  City  Pedestrian  Circulation  and  Goods  Movement 
Study  and  subject  to  review  and  approval  by  city  agencies,  is  proposed  on 
Stockton  St.  in  front  of  the  site.    The  cut-out  would  serve  as  a 
drop-off/pick-up  point  for  guests  and  their  luggage. 

The  project  sponsor  is  the  Zaber  Corporation;  the  project  architect  is 
Kaplan/McLaughlin/Diaz;  and  the  associate  architect,  T.P.  Lam,  AIA. 


II.  SUMMARY  OF  POTENTIAL  ENVIRONMENTAL  EFFECTS 

This  Initial  Study  identifies  the  following  potential  environmental  effects  of 
the  proposed  project.    These  potential  effects  will  be  analyzed  in  an 
Environmental  Impact  Report  (EIR),  which  will  be  prepared  on  the  project. 
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FIGURE  2:    PROJECT  ELEVATION 


SOURCE:  Kaplan/McLaughlin/Diar 


Digitized  by  the  Internet  Archive 
in  2014 


https://archive.org/details/stocktonofarrell2419sanf 


Relationship  of  the  project  to  the  Comprehensive  Plan,  Planning  Code,  and 
other  adopted  environmental  plans  and  goals; 

Relationship  of  the  project  to  and  effect  on  land  uses  in  the  project 
vicinity; 

Project  height  and  bulk,  in  relation  to  adjacent  buildings; 
Obstruction  of  views  from  adjacent  buildings  by  the  project; 
Growth  inducement  effects  and  displacement  in  San  Francisco; 
Vehicular  and  pedestrian  traffic  and  parking; 
Construction  noise  and  vibration; 

Construction  and  traffic-generated  air  quality  effects; 
Wind  effects; 

Construction  dewatering  effects  on  adjacent  buildings; 
Energy  conservation; 

Effects  on  architecturally  and/or  historically  significant  structures  on 
and  adjacent  to  the  site; 

Project  contributions  to  cumulative  traffic,  pollutant  emissions,  and 
energy  consumption  increases  in  the  downtown  area;  and 


The  following  potential  environmental  impacts  were  determined  either  to  be 
insignificant  or  to  have  been  mitigated  through  measures  included  in  the 
project  design,  and  will  not  be  addressed  in  the  EIR: 

Glare;  The  project  would  contain  no  reflective  glass  or  high-intensity 
lighting,  so  it  would  impose  no  reflection  or  glaring  light  on  adjacent 
properties. 

Housing,  Population  and  Employment:  Project  employees  are  expected  to  be 
mostly  Bay  Area  residents,  and  thus  the  project  would  not  create  additional 
demand  for  housing. 

Transit:    The  project  would  not  cause  substantial  increases  in  local  and 
regional  transit  ridership. 

Operational  Noise:    Project  occupancy  would  not  perceptibly  increase  noise 
levels  in  the  project  vicinity. 

Utilities  and  Community  Services:  The  proposed  project  would  increase  demand 
for  utilities  and  public  services,  but  would  not  require  additional  resources. 

Biology:    The  proposed  project  would  not  affect  any  plants  or  animals. 

Land:    Appropriate  construction  measures  included  in  the  project  would 
mitigate  any  potentially  hazardous  geologic  or  soils  conditions  identified  on 
the  site. 
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Water:  The  proposed  project  would  use  about  54,000  gallons  of  water  per  day. 
Drainage  patterns  would  not  be  altered. 

Hazards :    The  project  would  neither  cause  health  hazards  nor  would  it  be 
affected  by  hazardous  uses  (other  than  those  discussed  for  air  quality 
effects).    The  project  sponsor  would  prepare,  in  coordination  with  the  City, 
an  Emergency  Response  Plan. 

Archaeological  Resources:    The  project  sponsor  has  agreed  to  a  mitigation 
measure  to  protect  any  archaeological  resources  should  any  be  discovered  on 
the  site. 


A.    COMPATIBILITY  WITH  EXISTING  ZONING  AND  PLANS. 


Could  the  project:  YES^     NO  DISCUSSED 

1.  Require  a  variance,  special  authorization,  or 

change  to  the  City  Planning  Code  of  Zoning  Map?       X    X 

2.  Conflict  with  the  Comprehensive  Plan  of  the  City 

and  County  of  San  Francisco?    X   

3.  Conflict  with  any  other  adopted  environmental 

plans  and  goals  of  the  City  or  Region?    X   


The  project  would  incorporate  floor  area  bonuses,  which  would  require  a 
conditional  use  permit.    The  nature  and  amount  of  floor  area  bonuses  and  the 
project's  relationship  to  the  Comprehensive  Plan  will  be  discussed  in  the  EIR. 


B.    ENVIRONMENTAL  EFFECTS.    Could  the  project: 


1.    Land  Use  YES     NO  DISCUSSED 

*     a.    Disrupt  or  divide  the  physical  arrangement 

of  an  established  community?    X   


b.    Have  any  substantial  impact  upon  the 
existing  character  of  the  vicinity? 


The  relationship  of  the  proposed  land  uses  to  existing  site  and  surrounding 
land  uses  will  be  discussed  in  the  EIR. 


2.    Visual  Quality  YES     NO  DISCUSSED 

*     a.    Have  a  substantial,  demonstrable  negative 

aesthetic  effect?  X 


b.    Substantially  degrade  or  obstruct  any  scenic 
view  or  vista  now  observed  from  public  areas? 


*    Derived  from  State  EIR  Guidelines,  Appendix  G,  normally  significant  effect. 
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YES    NO  DISCUSSED 

c.     Generate  obstrusive  light  or  glare 

substantially  impacting  other  properties:    X  X 

The  project  would  neither  obstruct  nor  degrade  any  scenic  view  open  to  the 
general  public.    Many  buildings  surrounding  the  site  are  department  stores 
which  do  not  afford  views  of  the  street  or  surrounding  areas.    The  closest 
public  open  space. is  Union  Square,  one  block  north  of  the  site.    The  project 
would  not  obstruct  scenic  views  available  from  Union  Square.    These  matters 
will  not  be  discussed  in  the  EIR. 

The  EIR  will  discuss  the  long-  and  short-range  visibility  and  appearance  of 
the  project,  and  its  relationship  to  the  Urban  Design  Element  of  the 
Comprehensive  Plan,  and  to  the  appearence  and  scale  of  surrounding  buildings. 

The  project  would  contain  no  reflective  glass  or  high-intensity  lighting,  and 
so  would  not  impose  reflective  light  or  glare  on  adjacent  properties.  It 
would  introduce  new  light  at  night  from  windows  in  the  buildings.    No  further 
analysis  is  required  in  the  EIR. 


3.    Popul ation 

YES      NO  DISCUSSED 


a.    Induce  substantial  growth  or  concentration 

of  population?    _X 


b.  Displace  a  large  number  of  people 

(involving  either  housing  or  employment)?    _J( 

c.  Create  a  substantial  demand  for  additional 
housing  in  San  Francisco,  or  substantially 

reduce  the  housing  supply?    _X 


The  EIR  will  discuss  the  growth-inducing  effects  of  the  project  and 
displacement  of  on-site  businesses  and  employees.    Construction  of  the  project 
would  not  proceed  until  all  present  leases  have  expired. 

The  project  would  provide  full-time  permanent  employment  for  about 
250  persons,  of  which  about  100  would  be  retail  employees.    Many  of  these 
permanent  jobs,  particularly  the  maintenance,  food  service  and  housekeeping 
jobs  would  be  low-skilled  jobs  which  could  be  expected  to  be  held  by  workers 
now  living  in  the  Bay  Area  rather  than  by  persons  from  outside  the  Bay  Area. 
About  two-thirds  of  these  employees  would  be  expected  to  be  residents  of 
San  Francisco  (based  on  the  percentage  of  San  Francisco  employee  residency  at 
the  Hilton  Hotel).    Therefore,  the  project  would  not  have  a  significant  effect 
on  housing  demand  in  San  Francisco. 


4.    Tran  sportat  i  on/C  i  rcu 1  at  i  on  YES     NO  DISCUSSED 

*     a.    Cause  an  increase  in  traffic  which  is 

substantial  in  relation  to  the  existing 
traffic  load  and  capacity  of  the  street 

system?  X    X 
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b.  Interfere  with  existing  transportation 
systems,  causing  substantial  alterations 
to  circulation  patterns  or  major  traffic 
hazards? 

c.  Cause  a  substantial  increase  in  transit 
demand  which  cannot  be  accommodated  by 
existing  or  proposed  transit  capacity? 

d.  Cause  a  substantial  increase  in  parking 
demand  which  cannot  be  accommodated  by 
existing  parking  facilities? 


YES     NO  DISCUSSED 


The  transportation  and  circulation  effects  of  the  project  will  be  analyzed  in 
the  EIR  and  will  include  pedestrian  and  vehicular  traffic  (including  the 
potential  for  tour  buses  serving  the  project),  and  parking  demand  generated  by 
the  project.    The  project  will  be  integrated  with  the  proposed  Stockton  Street 
Improvements  in  the  Center  City  Pedestrian  Circulation  and  Goods  Movement 
Study.    Effects  of  cumulative  hotel  development  in  the  project  vicinity, 
including  the  project,  will  be  analyzed  for  the  above  topics  and  compared  to 
existing  conditions. 

TRANSIT 

Based  upon  travel  surveys  reported  in  the  EIR  for  Hilton  Tower  #2, 
January  29,  1981  (EE79.257),  the  p.m.  peak-hour  trip  generation  for  the  250 
hotel  rooms  (at  100%  occupancy)  would  be  410  person-trip  ends  of  which  about 
80  would  use  transit.    Travel  from  the  retail  space  has  been  based  on  trip 
generation  research  from  the  Institute  of  Transportation  Engineers  (1979)  and 
on  a  survey  of  retail  travel  conducted  by  Environmental  Science  Associates 
(June  17,  1983).    The  retail  space  would  be  expected  to  generate  about  180 
person  trip-ends  during  the  peak  hour,  of  which  about  30  would  use  transit. 
Peak-hour  transit  trips  would  be  distributed  among  the  available  routes  as 
fol lows: 

Hotel 


Agency  Retail  Guest  Employee  Total 

Muni  18  10  33  61 

BART  11  7  12  30 

Other  (SamTrans, 

AC,  SPRR,  Golden  Gate)  _i  _Z  9  20 

Total  33  24  54  111 

Hotel  travel  patterns  in  the  peak  hour  are  different  from  office  and  retail 
travel  patterns.    Hotel  employee  travel  would  be  primarily  in  the  peak 
(commute)  direction  as  would  the  majority  of  travel  in  the  downtown.  Hotel 
guest  travel,  however,  would  tend  to  be  more  evenly  distributed  (i.e.  less 
than  half  would  be  in  the  peak  direction)  as  guest  arrivals  would  be  in  the 
contra-commute  direction.    Guest  transit  on  transit  would  be  expected  to  be  to 
and  from  recreational  destinations.    Use  of  Muni  by  guests  would  be  directed 
primarily  to  the  Cable  Car  system  (once  service  resumes). 
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Many  hotel  trips  (e.g.  a  trip  from  a  hotel  to  an  office  building)  are  limited 
to  intra-city  travel  and  do  not  affect  regional  transport.    Hotel  travel 
includes  taxi  and  charter  and  tour  bus  use.    Hotels  proposed,  approved,  and 
under  construction  in  downtown  San  Francisco  would  generate  about  800  p.m. 
peak  hour  person-trip  ends  on  transit  (representing  3%  of  the  peak  hour 
transit  travel  to  be  generated  by  new  office  development  in  downtown).    As  the 
transportation  analysis  is  accurate  to  within  +/-10%-15%,  all  of  the  increases 
on  Muni  and  the  regional  transit  systems  from  hotel-related  travel  would  be 
within  the  margin  of  error  for  the  analysis.    Project  related  travel  would  be 
about  1%  of  the  cumulative  peak-hour  travel  that  would  be  generated  by 
downtown  developent.    The  project  would  add  about  60  peak-hour  rides  to  38 
Muni  lines  in  the  downtown  area;  an  increase  which  would  not  be  discernable. 

5.    Noise  YES     NO  DISCUSSED 


a.    Increase  substantially  the  ambient  noise 

levels  for  adjoining  areas?  X     X 


b.    Violate  Title  25  Noise  Insulation  Standards, 

if  applicable?  X   X 


c.    Be  substantially  impacted  by  existing  noise 

levels?  X  X 


Demolition,  excavation  and  building  construction  would  increase  noise  in  the 
site  vicinity  for  about  24  months.    Construction  noise  in  the  project  vicinity 
will  be  addressed  in  the  EIR  on  the  project. 

Noise  would  not  exceed  existing  levels  after  project  completion.    The  downtown 
San  Francisco  noise  environment  is  dominated  by  vehicular  traffic  noise. 
Traffic  generated  by  the  project  would  increase  traffic  noise  by  less  than 
1  dBA.    A  1  dBA  increase  in  environmental  noise  is  imperceptible  to  the 
untrained  human  ear.    Mechanical  equipment  for  building  operation  would  be 
regulated  by  SF  Noise  Ordinace  2909  which  limits  noise  at  the  property  line  to 
70  dBA  from  7  A.M.  to  10  P.M.  and  60  dBA  from  10  P.M.  to  7  A.M. 

The  Environmental  Protection  Element  of  the  Comprehensive  Plan,  which 
indicates  an  existing  day-night  average  noise  level  (Ldn)  of  70  dBA  on 
Stockton  St.,  contains  guidelines  for  determining  the  compatibility  of  land 
uses  with  various  noise  environments.    For  hotels,  the  guidelines  recommend  no 
special  noise  control  measures  at  exterior  noise  levels  of  less  than  60  dBA 
(Ldn).    The  exterior  noise  level  at  the  hotel  would  exceed  60  dBA  (Ldn),  so 
the  guidelines  recommend  a  detailed  analysis  of  the  noise  reduction 
requirements  of  the  building  structure  and  the  necessary  noise  insulation 
features  of  the  building  design. 

Title  25  of  the  California  Administrative  Code,  Noise  Insulation  Standards, 
applies  to  all  new  hotels.    The  acceptable  outdoor  noise  level  for  hotels  is  a 
Community  Noise  Equivalent  Level  (CNEL)  of  60  dBA.    The  exterior  noise 
environment  of  the  site  exceeds  60  dBA  CNEL  at  street  level.    Hotel  rooms 
would  be  located  above  the  fourth  floor.    The  project  would  require  an 
acoustical  analysis  to  show  that  the  maximum  interior  noise  level  would  be 
45  dBA  with  windows  closed.    Compliance  with  Title  25  would  satisfy  the 
recommendations  of  the  Environmental  Protection  Element.    The  project  sponsor 
has  acknowledged  that  the  project  would  be  constructed  to  conform  with  Title 
25  Noise  Insulation  Standards,  so  no  further  analysis  of  interior  noise  levels 
is  needed  in  the  EIR. 
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6.    Air  Quality/Climate  YES     NO  DISCUSSED 

*     a.    Violate  any  ambient  air  quality  standard  or 
contribute  substantially  to  an  existing  or 

projected  air  quality  violation?  X    X 


b.  Expose  sensitive  receptors  to  substantial 
pollutant  concentrations? 

c.  Permeate  its  vicinity  with  objectionable 
odors? 


d.    Alter  wind,  moisture  or  temperature 

(including  sun  shading  effects)  so  as  to 
substantially  affect  public  areas,  or 
change  the  climate  either  in  the  community 

or  region?  X    X 

The  air  quality  effects  of  project-generated  traffic  and  the  short-term  air 
quality  effects  of  project  construction  will  be  analyzed  in  the  EIR.  A 
qualitative  wind  analysis  will  be  performed  to  determine  the  significance  of 
potential  wind  effects  of  the  project. 

The  project,  in  replacing  low-rise  structures  on  the  site,  would  create  more 
extended  shadow  patterns  than  presently  exist.    During  the  winter  all  of  these 
shadow  patterns  would  overlap  those  cast  by  existing  structures  in  the  area. 
During  the  summer  months,  the  project  would  shade  a  small  portion  of  O'Farrell 
St.  in  the  morning  and  part  of  Stockton  St.  in  the  afternoon.    During  the 
spring  and  fall,  it  would  shade  portions  of  O'Farrell  and  Powell  Sts.  in  the 
morning  and  the  Stockton-0' Parrel  1  intersection  in  the  afternoon.    At  no  time 
would  the  project  cast  new  shadows  on  Union  Square.    Shadow  studies  prepared 
for  the  project  are  available  for  public  review  at  the  Office  of  Environmental 
Review,  450  McAllister  St.    No  further  analysis  of  shadows  is  required  in  the 
EIR. 


7.    Utilities/Public  Services  YES     NO  DISCUSSED 

*     a.    Breach  published  national,  state  or  local 

standards  relating  to  solid  waste  or  litter 

control?  X 


b.    Extend  a  sewer  trunk  line  with  capacity  to 

serve  new  development?    _X 


c.    Substantially  increase  demand  for  schools, 

recreation  or  other  public  facilities?    _X 


d.    Require  major  expansion  of  power,  water,  or 

communications  facilities?  X  X 


The  providers  of  utilities  and  public  services  have  determined  that  they  have 
adequate  capacity  to  serve  the  project  and  would  not  require  additional 
personnel  or  equipment.    Statements  to  this  effect  from  these  service 
providers  are  available  for  public  review  at  the  Office  of  Environmental 
Review,  450  McAllister  St.    No  further  analysis  is  necessary  in  the  EIR. 
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8.    Biology  YES     NO  DISCUSSED 

*     a.    Substantially  affect  a  rare  or  endangered 
species  of  animal  or  plant  or  the  habitat 

of  the  species?    X  X 


b.  Substantially  diminish  habitat  for  fish, 
wildlife  or  plants,  or  interfere  substantially 
with  the  movement  of  any  resident  or 
migratory  fish  or  wildlife  species? 

c.  Require  removal  of  substantial  numbers  of 
mature,  scenic  trees? 


The  project  site  is  presently  completely  developed,  therefore  the  proposed 
project  would  not  affect  any  plant  or  animal  liipe  or  habitat.    No  further 
analysis  is  necessary. 


9.    Geology/Topography  YES      NO  DISCUSSED 

*     a.    Expose  people  or  structures  to  major  geologic 
hazards  (slides,  subsidence,  erosion  and 

liquefaction)?    X  X 


b.    Change  substantially  the  topography  or  any 
unique  geologic  or  physical  features  of  the 
site? 


The  project  site  is  not  in  a  Special  Geologic  Study  Area  designated  in  the 
Community  Safety  Element  of  the  Comprehensive  Plan.    The  project  sponsor  would 
have  a  geotechnical  study  prepared  by  a  California  lisensed  engineer  or 
geologist.    The  study  would  reveal  any  geological  or  seismic  hazards  and 
describe  subsurface  conditions  of  the  site.    The  project  sponsor  would  comply 
with  any  compensating  structural  design  recommendations  based  on  the 
geotechnical  study. 

The  project  sponsor  would  ensure  that  project  construction  complied  with  the 
San  Francisco  Building  Code  and  the  Excavation  Standards  of  the  San  Francisco 
Occupational  Safety  and  Health  Agency.    The  project's  structural  design  would 
be  required  to  meet  the  minimum  safety  requirements  for  lateral  seismic  forces 
(San  Francisco  Building  Code,  Section  2313  and  2314. D.l).    This  would  be  done 
by  the  project  sponsor,  so  no  further  analysis  is  needed  in  the  EIR. 

The  effect  of  seismic  activity  on  glass  panels  in  the  building's  curtain  wall 
is  not  now  known  and  will  be  analyzed  in  the  EIR. 

The  total  amount  of  material  to  be  removed  from  the  site  is  not  now  known. 
Demolition  of  the  existing  buildings  would  result  in  the  removal  of  used 
concrete  and  pavement  from  the  site.    Material  removed  from  the  site  would  be 
disposed  of  at  an  approved  disposal  site.    These  issues  will  not  be  discussed 
in  the  EIR. 
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10.  Water 


YES      NO  DISCUSSED 


a.    Substantially  degrade  water  quality,  or 

contaminate  a  public  water  supply?    _X 


b.  Substantially  degrade  or  deplete  ground 
water  resources,  or  interfere  substantially 

with  ground  water  recharge?    _X 

c.  Cause  substantial  flooding,  erosion  or 

silation?  X 


On-site  water  consumption  would  be  about  54,000  gallons  per  day.  Existing 
water  mains  and  water  supply  are  adequate  to  meet  this  demand  (H.  Swan,  Senior 
District  Water  Serviceman,  San  Francisco  water  Department,  letter 
communication,  December  16,  1982).    Water  consumption  will  not  be  discussed  in 
the  EIR. 

The  site  is  now  covered  with  impervious  surfaces,  so  the  project  would  not 
produce  any  changes  in  the  quantity  of  runoff  or  in  drainage  patterns.  No 
further  analysis  is  needed  in  the  EIR. 

Dewatering  may  be  required  during  construction.    The  effects  of  dewatering  on 
adjacent  buildings  are  not  now  known  and  will  be  analyzed  in  the  EIR. 


11.  Energy/Natural  Resources  YES     NO  DISCUSSED 


a.  Encourage  activities  which  result  in  the 
use  of  large  amounts  of  fuel,  water,  or 

energy,  or  use  these  in  a  wasteful  manner?    X   X 

b.  Have  a  substantial  effect  on  the  potential 
use,  extraction,  or  depletion  of  a  natural 

resource?  X  X 


Energy  requirements  for  project  construction  and  operation  will  be  analyzed  in 
the  EIR, 

Although  the  project's  energy  demand  would  not  have  a  substantial  effect  on 
resource  extraction,  it  would  contribute  to  cumulative  energy  consumption  that 
will  result  in  depletion  of  nonrenewable  energy  resources.    The  project  will 
include  solar  collectors,  thus  utilizing  solar  energy  and  reducing  its 
contribution  to  the  depletion  of  nonrenewable  energy  resources.    This  issue 
will  be  addressed  in  the  EIR. 

12.  Hazards  YES     NO  DISCUSSED 


a.    Create  a  potential  public  health  hazard  or 
involve  the  use,  production  or  disposal  of 
materials  which  pose  a  hazard  to  people  or 
animal  or  plant  populations  in  the  area 
affected?  X 


b.    Interfere  with  emergency  response  plans  or 

emergency  evacuation  plans?  X     X 
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YES      NO  DISCUSSED 

c.    Create  a  potentially  substantial  fire 

hazard?  "  X  X 


The  project  would  result  in  greater  numbers  of  people  on  the  site,  which  would 
increase  the  difficulty  of  evacuating  people  in  an  emergency.    The  hazard 
mitigation  measure  committed  to  by  the  project  sponsor  would  serve  to  mitigate 
this  impact.    No  further  analysis  is  necessary. 

13.  Cultural  YES     NO  DISCUSSED 

*     a.    Disrupt  or  adversely  affect  a  prehistoric 
or  historic  archaeological  site  or  a 
property  of  historic  or  cultural  signifi- 
cance to  a  community  or  ethnic  or  social 
group;  or  a  paleontological  site  except  as 

a  part  of  a  scientific  study?  X    X 


b.  Conflict  with  established  recreational, 
educational,  religious  or  scientific  uses 
of  the  area? 

c.  Conflict  with  preservation  of  any  buildings 
of  City  landmark  quality? 


The  project  site  contains  three  buildings  rated  by  the  Foundation  for 
San  Francisco's  Architectural  Heritage  survey,  in  which  buildings  are  rated  on 
a  scale  from  a  low  of  "D"  to  a  high  of  "A".    The  Imperial  Realty  building 
located  at  65  Stockton  St.  is  rated  "B"  and  the  buildings  at  107-111 
O'Farrell  St.  and  55-59  Stockton  St.  are  rated  "C".    The  Landmaks  Preservation 
Advisory  Board  considers  "A"  and  "B"  rated  buildings  to  have  highest  priority 
for  City  landmark  status.    Cultural  and  historic  resources  on  the  project  site 
and  in  the  project  vicinity  will  be  analyzed  in  the  EIR. 

No  archaeological  resources  are  known  to  exist  on  the  site.    The  project 
sponsor  has  agreed  to  a  mitigation  measure  that  would  protect  any 
archaeological  resources  discovered  on  the  project  site.    No  further  analysis 
is  necessary. 

C.    OTHER  YES      NO  DISCUSSED 


Require  approval  of  permits  from  City  Departments 
other  than  DCP  or  BBI,  or  from  Regional,  State  or 
Federal  Agencies? 


The  project  is  subject  to  Discretionary  Review  by  the  City  Planning  Commission 
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D.    MITIGATION  MEASURES  YES  NO    N/A  DISCUSSED 

1.    If  any  significant  effects  have  been 
identified,  are  there  ways  to  mitigate 

them?  X  X 


2.    Are  all  mitigation  measures  identified 
above  included  in  the  project? 


Mitigation  measures  will  be  developed  for  adverse  project  impacts  identified 
in  the  EIR.    The  following  measures  are  proposed  as  part  of  the  project: 

GEOLOGY,  TOPOGRAPHY 

Foundation  and  structural  design  studies  would  be  conducted  for  the 
building  by  a  California  licensed  structural  engineer  and  a  geotechnical 
consultant.    The  project  sponsor  would  follow  the  recommendations  of  these 
studies  during  final  design  and  construction  of  the  project. 

The  project  sponsor  would  post  a  surety  bond,  if  required  by  the 
San  Francisco  Department  of  Public  Works,  before  issuance  of  a  permit  to 
excavate.    Such  a  bond  would  protect  the  City  against  damages  to 
City-owned  sidewalks,  streets  and  utilities. 

The  project  sponsor  would  require  the  contractor  and  sub-contractors  to 
obtain  a  Faithful  Performance  and  Payment  Bond,  if  proper  financial 
capability  is  not  evident,  and  to  be  responsible  for  any  damage  to 
existing  buildings  which  might  result  from  excavation.    This  bond  would 
protect  the  project  sponsor  and  owners  of  adjacent  properties  if  any 
damage  to  these  properties  were  to  result  from  construction  activities. 

Excavation  pit  wall  would  be  shored  up  and  protected  from  slumping  or 
lateral  movement  of  soils  into  the  excavation  pit. 

If  dewatering  were  to  be  necessary,  the  City  would  require  a  lateral  and 
settlement  survey  to  monitor  any  movement  or  settlement  of  surrounding 
buildings  and  adjacent  streets  during  the  dewatering.    Control  lines  and 
benchmarks  would  be  established  for  monitoring  horizontal  and  vertical 
movement.    Costs  for  the  survey  and  any  necessary  repairs  to  service  under 
the  streets  would  be  borne  by  the  contractor. 

HAZARDS 

An  evacuation  and  emergency  response  plan  would  be  developed  by  the 
project  sponsor  or  building  management  staff,  in  consultation  with  the 
Mayor's  Office  of  Emergency  Services  (OES),  to  insure  coordination  between 
the  City's  emergency  planning  activities  and  the  project's  plan  and  to 
provide  for  evacuation  of  building  occupants  in  the  event  of  an 
emergency.    The  project's  plan  would  be  reviewed  by  the  OES  and 
implemented  by  building  management  before  issuance  by  the  Department  of 
Public  Works  of  final  building  permits. 

CULTURAL 

Should  evidence  of  historic  or  prehistoric  artifacts  be  uncovered  at  the 
site  during  construction,  the  sponsor  would  agree:    1)  to  require  the 
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project  contractor  to  notify  the  Environmental  Review  Officer  and  the 
President  of  the  Landmarks  Preservation  Advisory  Board;  2)  to  require  that 
the  contractor  suspend  construction  in  the  area  of  the  discovery  for  a 
maximum  of  four  weeks  to  permit  review  of  the  find  and,  if  appropriate, 
retrieval  of  artifacts;  3)  for  an  archaeologist  or  historian  or  other 
expert  acceptable  to  the  Environmental  Review  Officer  to  help  the  Office 
of  Environmental  Review  determine  the  significance  of  the  find  and  whether 
feasible  measures,  including  appropriate  security  measures,  could  be 
implemented  to  preserve  or  recover  artifacts;  and  4)  to  implement 
archaeological  mitigation  measures  which  would  be  consistent  with  Assembly 
Bill  952. 

Other  measures  will  be  included  in  the  EIR  as  appropriate. 


E.    MANDATORY  FINDINGS  OF  SIGNIFICANCE  YES  NO  DISCUSSED 

*     1.    Does  the  project  have  the  potential  to 
degrade  the  quality  of  the  environment, 
substantially  reduce  the  habitat  of  a 
fish  or  wildlife  species,  cause  a  fish 
or  wildlife  population  to  drop  below 
self-sustaining  levels,  threaten  to 
eliminate  a  plant  or  animal  community, 
reduce  the  number  or  restrict  the  range 
of  a  rare  or  endangered  plant  or  animal, 
or  eliminate  important  examples  of  the 
major  periods  of  California  history  or 

pre-history?   X  


2.  Does  the  project  have  the  potential  to 
achieve  short-term,  to  the  disadvantages 
of  long-term,  environmental  goals? 

3.  Does  the  project  have  possible  environ- 
mental effects  which  are  individually 
limited,  but  cumulatively  considerable? 
(Analyze  in  the  light  of  past  projects, 
other  current  projects,  and  probable 
future  projects.) 

4.  Would  the  project  cause  substantial 
adverse  effects  on  human  beings,  either 
directly  or  indirectly? 

5.  Is  there  a  serious  public  controversy 
concerning  the  possible  environmental 
effect  of  the  project? 


The  project  could  have  cumulative  effects  on  traffic  in  combination  with  other 
hotels  in  the  project  vicinity.    This  will  be  analyzed  in  the  EIR. 
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F.    ON  THE  BASIS  OF  THIS  INITIAL  STUDY: 


I  find  the  proposed  project  COULD  NOT  have  a  significant  effect  on  the 
environment,  and  a  NEGATIVE  DECLARATION  will  be  prepared  by  the 
Department  of  City  Planning. 

I  find  that  although  the  proposed  project  could  have  a  significant 
effect  on  the  environment,  there  WILL  NOT  be  a  significant  effect  in 

this  case  because  the  mitigation  measures,  numbers  ,  IN  THE 

DISCUSSION  HAVE  BEEN  INCLUDED  AS  PART  OF  THE  PROPOSED  PROJECT.  A 
NEGATIVE  DECLARATION  will  be  prepared. 

I  find  that  the  proposed  project  MAY  have  a  significant  effect  on  the 
environment,  and  an  ENVIRONMENTAL  IMPACT  REPORT  is  required. 


Robert  W.  Passmore 

Assistant  Director  of  Planning  - 

Implementation 

(Zoning  Administrator) 

for 

Dean  L.  Maoris 
Director  of  Planning 

Date: 
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IX.    Distribution  List 


IX.    DISTRIBUTION  LIST 


REGIONAL  AGENCIES 

Association  of  Bay  Area 

Governments 
Hotel  Claremont 
Berkeley,  CA  94705 

Bay  Area  Air  Qual ity 

Management  District 
939  Ellis  Street 
San  Francisco,  CA  94109 

Attn:  Irwin  Mussen 

Bay  Area  Rapid  Transit 

District 
800  Madison  Street 
Oakland,  CA  94607 

California  Archaeological  Site  Survey 

Regional  Office 

Northwest  Information  Center 

Department  of  Anthropology 

Sonoma  State  University 

Rohnert  Park,  CA  94928 

Golden  Gate  Bridge  Highway 

and  Transportation  District 
P.O.  Box  9000,  Presidio  Station 
San  Francisco,  CA  94129 

Metropolitan  Transportation 

Commission 
Hotel  Claremont 
Berkeley,  CA  94705 

San  Francisco  Bay  Transportation 

Terminal  Authority 
P.O.  Box  3366,  Rincon  Annex 
San  Francisco,  CA  94119 

Attn:    Herb  Okubo 

San  Mateo  County  Transit 

District 
400  South  El  Camino 
San  Mateo,  CA  94402 

Al ameda-Contra  Costa  Transit 

District 
508  -  16th  Street 
Oakland,  CA  94612 


CITY  AND  COUNTY  OF  SAN  FRANCISCO 

City  Planning  Commission 

100  Larkin  Street 

San  Francisco,  CA  94102 

Toby  Rosenblatt,  President 

Susan  Bierman 

Norman  Karasick,  Alternate 
Eugene  Kelleher,  Alternate 
Jerome  Klein 
Yoshio  Nakashima 
C.  Mackey  Salazar 
Lee  Woods,  Secretary 

San  Francisco  Landmarks  Preservation 

Advisory  Board 

100  Larkin  Street 

San  Francisco,  CA  94102 

Patrick  McGrew,  President 

Phillip  P.  Choy 

David  M.  Hartley 

Carolyn  Klemeyer 

Jean  E.  Kortum 

Elizabeth  de  Losada 

John  Ritchie 

Ann  Sabiniano 

Walter  Sontheimer 

Jonathan  Malone,  Secretary 

San  Francisco  Water  Department 
Distribution  Division 
425  Mason  Street 
San  Francisco,  CA  94102 
Attn:    George  Nakagaki,  Manager 

San  Francisco  Fire  Department 
260  Golden  Gate  Avenue 
San  Francisco,  CA  94102 
Attn:    Edward  E.  Murphy,  Chief 
Support  Services 

San  Francisco  Department  of 

Public  Works 
Traffic  Engineering  Division 
460  McAllister  Street 
San  Francisco,  CA  94102 

Attn:    Scott  Shoaf 
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IX.    Distribution  List 


San  Francisco  Department  of 

Public  Works 
Mechanical  Section 
45  Hyde  Street,  #222 
San  Francisco,  CA  94102 

Attn:    Ray  G.  Danehy 

Muni  Planning  Division 
949  Presidio  Avenue,  #204 
San  Francisco,  CA  94115 
Attn:    Peter  Straus 

San  Francisco  Committee  for 

Utility  Liaison  (CULCOP) 
c/o  GES  -  Utility  Liaison 
City  Hal  1 ,  Room  363 
San  Francisco,  CA  94102 

Attn:    Joseph  Corollo 

Economic  Development  Council 
480  McAllister  Street 
San  Francisco,  CA  94102 
Attn:    Richard  Goblirsch 

San  Francisco  Public  Utilities 

Commi  ssion 
949  Presidio  Avenue 
San  Francisco,  CA  94115 

Attn:    Robin  Calhoun 

San  Francisco  Public  Utilities 

Commission 
City  Hall,  Room  287 
San  Francisco,  CA  94102 

Attn:    Rudy  Nothenberg 

San  Francisco  Real  Estate  Department 
450  McAllister  Street,  Room  600 
San  Francisco,  CA  94102 
Attn:    Wallace  Wortman 

Director  of  Property 

Bureau  of  Building  Inspection 
450  McAllister  Street 
San  Francisco,  CA  94102 
Attn:    Robert  Levy,  Superintendent 


GROUPS  &  INDIVIDUALS 

American  Institute  of  Architects 
Northern  California  Chapter 
790  Market  Street 
San  Francisco,  CA  94102 


Bay  Area  Counci 1 

348  World  Trade  Center 

San  Francisco,  CA  94111 

Bendix  Environmental  Research,  Inc. 
1390  Market  Street,  Suite  902 
San  Francisco,  CA  94102 

Brobeck,  Phleger  &  Harrison 
One  Market  Plaza 
San  Francisco,  CA  94105 
Attn:    Michael  J.  Rushman,  Esq. 

Building  Owners  and  Managers 

Association 
690  Market  Street 
San  Francisco,  CA  94104 

Attn:    Elmer  Johnson 

Building  Service  Employees  Union 

Local  87 
240  Golden  Gate  Avenue 
San  Francisco,  CA  94102 

Charles  Hall  Page  and  Associates 

364  Bush  Street 

San  Francisco,  CA  94104 

Chickering  &  Gregory 
3  Embarcadero  Center 
San  Francisco,  CA  94111 
Attn:    Kent  Soule 

Mr.  Joseph  Coriz 
2853  22nd  Street 
San  Francisco,  CA  94110 

Mr.  Calvin  Dare 

Cushman  Wakefield 

555  California  Street,  Suite  2700 

San  Francisco,  CA  94104 

Downtown  Senior  Social  Services 

295  Eddy  Street 

San  Francisco,  CA  94102 

Downtown  Association 
582  Market  Street 
San  Francisco,  CA  94104 
Attn:    Lloyd  Pflueger,  Mgr. 
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IX,    Distribution  List 


Economic  Opportunity  Center 

District  Council  V 
1173  Mission  Street 
San  Francisco,  CA  94103 

Attn:    Lee  Meyerzove,  Chairman 

Environmental  Impact  Planning  Corp. 

319  Eleventh  Street 

San  Francisco,  CA  94103 

Environmental  Planning  &  Research 
649  Front  Street 
San  Francisco,  CA  94111 
Attn:    Leslie  de  Boer 

The  Foundation  for  San  Francisco's 

Architectural  Heritage 
2007  Franklin  Street 
San  Francisco,  CA  94109 

Attn:    Grant  Dehart, 

Executive  Director 

Friends  of  the  Earth 
1045  Sansome  Street 
San  Francisco,  CA  94111 
Attn:    Connie  Parrish 

Gray  Panthers 
944  Market  Street 
San  Francisco,  CA  94102 
Attn:    W.  Nunnally 

Gruen  Gruen  &  Associates 
564  Howard  Street 
San  Francisco,  CA  94105 
Attn:    Carrie  George 

Sue  Hestor 

4536  -  20th  Street 

San  Francisco,  CA  94114 

Mr.  David  Jones 

241  Bartlett  Street 

San  Francisco,  CA  94110 

Junior  Chamber  of  Commerce 

251  Kearny  Street 

San  Francisco,  CA  94108 

Ms.  Paula  Lamb 

822  Masonic  Avenue 

San  Francisco,  CA  94117 


League  of  Women  Voters 

12  Geary  Street,  Room  605 
San  Francisco,  CA  94108 

Legal  Assistance  to  the  Elderly 
944  Market  Street,  #803 
San  Francisco,  CA  94102 

North  of  Market  Planning  Coalition 

295  Eddy  Street 

San  Francisco,  CA  94102 

Mr.  Gerald  Owyang 
1517  Reed  Avenue,  #2 
San  Diego,  CA  94118 

Planning  Analysis  &  Development 

530  Chesnut  Street 

San  Francisco,  CA  94133 

Pillsbury,  Madison  &  Sutro 
PO  Box  7880 

San  Francisco,  CA  94120 
Attn:    Abby  Staeble 

Mrs.  G.  Bland  Piatt 

339  Walnut  St. 

San  Francisco,  CA  94118 

Mr.  David  P.  Rhoades 

44  Montgomery  Street,  Suite  547 

San  Francisco,  CA  94104 

San  Francisco  Beautiful 
41  Sutter  Street 
San  Francisco,  CA  94104 
Attn:    Mrs.  H.  Klussman,  President 

San  Francisco  Building  and 
Construction  Trades  Council 

400  Alabama  Street,  Room  100 

San  Francisco,  CA  94110 
Attn:    Stanley  Smith 

San  Francisco  Chamber  of 

Commerce 
465  California  Street 
San  Francisco,  CA  94102 

Attn:    Richard  Morten 

San  Francisco  Ecology  Center 

13  Columbus  Avenue 

San  Francisco,  CA  94111 
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IX.    Distribution  List 


San  Francisco  Labor  Council 
3068  -  16th  Street 
San  Francisco,  CA  94103 
Attn:    Bernard  Speckman 

San  Francisco  Planning  and  Urban 

Research  Association 
312  Sutter  Street 
San  Francisco,  CA  94108 

San  Francisco  Convention  and 

Visitors  Bureau 
1390  Market  Street,  Suite  260 
San  Francisco,  CA  94102 

Attn:    R.  Sullivan,  Manager 

San  Francisco  Downtown  Market  Street 

Improvement  Association 
17  Drumm  Street 
San  Francisco,  CA  94111 

Attn:    Ralph  Leon  Isaacs 

San  Francisco  Forward 
690  Market  Street 
San  Francisco,  CA  94104 
Attn:    Frank  Noto 

San  Francisco  Tomorrow 
88  First  Street,  Room  600 
San  Francisco,  CA  94105 

San  Franciscans  for  Reasonable 
Growth 

88  First  Street,  Room  600 
San  Francisco,  CA  94105 

San  Francisco  Retail  Merchants 

Association 
582  Market  Street,  Suite  1001 
San  Francisco,  CA  94104 

John  Sanger  &  Associates 

2340  Market  Street 

San  Francisco,  CA  94114 

Senior  Escort  Program 
South  of  Market  Branch 
814  Mission  Street 
San  Francisco,  CA  94103 

Attn:    Leslie  Halford,  Coordinator 

Mr.  Kent  E.  Soule 

1180  Filbert  street,  #204 

San  Francisco,  CA  94109 


Sierra  Club 
530  Bush  Street 
San  Francisco,  CA  94108 
Attn:    Becky  Evans 

Tenants  and  Owners  Development 

Corporati  on 
177  Jessie  Street 
San  Francisco,  CA  94105 

Attn:    John  Elberling 

Mr.  Paul  Thayer 

1033  Stanyan  Street 

San  Francisco,  CA  94117 

Mr.  Timothy  Tosta 

333  Market  Street,  Suite  2230 

San  Francisco,  CA  94105 

Mr.  Steven  Weicker 
899  Pine  Street,  #1610 
San  Francisco,  CA  94108 

Ms.  Marie  Zel ler 

Whisler-Patri 

590  Folsom  Street 

San  Francisco,  CA  94105 

ADJACENT  PROPERTY  OWNERS 

Ami  SCO  Associates 
c/o  Amfac  Merchandising  Corp. 
6700  Golden  Gate  Avenue 
Dublin,  CA  94566 

John  Collins  Sr.  &  Jr. 

c/o  Dorsett  Investment  Co.,  Inc. 

49  Geary  St. ,  No.  246 

San  Francisco,  CA  94102 

City  of  San  Francisco 

c/o  Mitchell  and  Emma  Mitchell 

2901  Broadway 

San  Francisco,  CA  94115 

Peter  E.  Doyle  Tr. 
Alice  P.  Sullivan  Corp. 
1095  Market  St.,  No.  812 
San  Francisco,  CA  94103 

Paul  Enterprises 
Paul  Varnum 
220  Bush  St. 

San  Francisco,  CA  94104 
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IX.    Distribution  List 


Wi 1 1 iam  Col  1 ier  Jr.  Tr. 

Bank  of  Cal.  NatM  Assoc.  Trust 

c/o  James  Poon,  Div.  Controller 

59  Harrison  St. 

San  Francisco,  CA  94105 

The  Dolores  Company 

133  Powell  St. 

San  Francisco,  CA  94102 

MEDIA 

San  Francisco  Bay  Guardian 

2700  19th  Street 

San  Francisco,  CA  94110 

Attn:  Patrick  Douglas,  City  Editor 
San  Francisco  Chronicle 
925  Mission  Street 
San  Francisco,  CA  94103 

Attn:    Marshall  Kilduff 

San  Francisco  Examiner 
110  5th  Street 
San  Francisco,  CA  94103 
Attn:    Gerald  Adams 

San  Francisco  Progress 

851  Howard  Street 

San  Francisco,  CA  94103 

The  Sun  Reporter 
1366  Turk  Street 
San  Francisco,  CA 

LIBRARIES 

Environmental  Protection  Agency 
Library 

215  Fremont  Street 
San  Francisco,  CA  94105 
Attn:    Jean  Circiello 

Government  Documents  Section 
Stanford  University  Library 
Stanford,  CA  94305 

Government  Publications  Dept. 
San  Francisco  State  University 
1630  Holloway  Avenue 
San  Francisco,  CA  94132 

Hastings  College  of  the  Law  -  Library 
198  McAllister  Street 
San  Francisco,  CA  94102 


Institute  of  Government  Studies 
1209  Moses  Hall 
University  of  California 
Berkeley,  CA  94720 

Golden  Gate  University  Library 

550  Mission  Street 

San  Francisco,  CA  94105 

City  College  of  San  Francisco 
Downtown  Center 
Fourth  and  Mission  Streets 
San  Francisco,  CA  94103 

San  Francisco  Public  Library  (2c) 
Documents  Department 
200  Larkin  Street 
San  Francisco,  CA  94102 
Attn:    Faith  Van  Liere 

University  of  San  Francisco 
Gleeson  Library 
Golden  Gate  and  Parker  Avenue 
San  Francisco,  CA  94115 


94115 
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